16 Single-item instruments also offer opportunities for the exploration of novel research assessment has been advocated (cf. Dimoka). In addition to the considerable literature 23 examining behavioral and cognitive variables associated with collective efficacy (see Chow single-item scores. To test the convergent validity of the stem we examined the predictive 23 capabilities of the Group Environment Questionnaire (GEQ) towards the single-item 24 measure. As collective efficacy and task cohesion exhibit a strong relationship (e.g., Kozub 1 predict single-item collective efficacy scores. To test the predictive validity of the stem we similarity and unification of the group as a social unit. Responses are made on a 9-point 23 likert scale between 1 (strongly disagree) and 9 (strongly agree). The original study reported 
13

Concurrent Validity
14
The relationship between collective efficacy responses to the CEQS and the single-15 item measure were assessed using two regression analyses. The first simple regression 16 analysis identified that the composite CEQS score accounted for 48% of variability in significant predictors of collective efficacy using the single-item. 
Predictive Validity
7
The relationship between previous performance and collective efficacy was assessed using a 8 simple regression analysis. The regression analysis reported that 17% of variability in 9 collective efficacy was accounted for by Previous Performance scores (β = .41, R 2 change = 10 .17, F1-309 = 63.84, p < 0.001).
Discussion
12
In study one, concurrent validity for the operational stem was supported with 13 composite CEQS scores identified as a significant predictor of collective efficacy measured 14 using the single-item. The findings also supported the convergent validity for the stem, with 15 the ATG-T, GI-T, and GI-S components of the GEQ identified as significant predictors of 16 single-item collective efficacy. Finally, the predictive validity of the stem was demonstrated 17 with previous performance predicting single-item collective efficacy scores. 
Procedure
14
The experiment was fifteen-days in duration with participants required to attend the 15 laboratory on day one and day fifteen respectively. To maximize motivation participants 16 were told that they were to participate in a UK-wide experiment on teamwork, competing in a A single-blinded randomized design was adopted identical to that used in a recent 
15
When participants returned to the laboratory on day 15, they were reminded of both 16 the task requirements and their mediocre results in the practice trials. Each of the teams and the participants debriefed about the real purpose of the experiment.
Data Analysis
24
Data was screened for normality and homogeneity of variance using the Shapiro-Wilk 1 examine the relationship between the collective efficacy scores for the single-item measure 2 and the composite and subscale scores for the CEQS. In addition, confidence intervals were 3 computed for all of the correlations. A mixed 3 x 2 (condition x time) model analysis of 4 variance (ANOVA) was used to examine the predictive validity of the single-item collective 5 efficacy scores for main effects and interactions of the independent variables. Specifically, 6 condition (positive/neutral/negative) was used as the between-subjects factor, while time 7 (pre-intervention/post-intervention) was used as the within-subjects factor. Simple planned 8 contrasts were used to make comparisons between time (reference category: pre-intervention) 14 Data collection comprised a three-step process. First, participants completed the 15 CEQS and single-item measure (pre-intervention), after which the intervention was 16 administered. Once the observation intervention was watched in full, collective efficacy examine the relationship between the single-item collective efficacy scores and CEQS scores 1 Specifically, familiarity (familiar/unfamiliar) was used as the between-subjects factor, while 2 time (pre-intervention/post-intervention) was used as the within-subjects factor. Test-retest 3 reliabilities for the single-item measure were computed using the two aforementioned 4 subsamples. Specifically, ICCs were computed using a two-way (participants x time) 5 random effects ANOVA. All statistical procedures were conducted using SPSS for 6 Windows, version 20, utilizing a minimum significance level of p = 0.05. 14 In study one, the GEQ was used as a multidimensional measure of group cohesion to 15 examine the convergent validity of the stem. Previous research shows task components of 16 group cohesion are related to collective efficacy (e.g., Kozub & McDonnell, 2000) . Indeed, measure for use in sport (e.g., Whitton & Fletcher, 2014), the ATG-S and GI-T components 23 did show poor reliability in this instance. We suggest that future studies further examine the 1 In study three the development of the intervention required collection of video 2 footage for both basketball teams across several fixtures. This meant it was only possible to 3 use two basketball teams and subsequently our study population couldn't exceed thirty-six as 4 to avoid any biases. Despite this small population size, the within-subject and interaction 5 effect sizes for this study (>.50) are classified as a large effect within previous guidelines 6 (Cohen, 1992) , supporting the strength of the observation effect and the predictive validity of 7 the stem. In both study two and three the reliability of the measure was considered across 8 two different study designs. In the absence of the internal reliability statistic due to the 9 single-item nature of the measure, we must consider its reliability over time. Because we 10 used observation-based interventions in both studies, the number of participants predicted to 11 show no change in collective efficacy was comparatively small to that used to measure 12 reliability in previous studies (e.g., Williams et al., 2010 
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